The aim of the study is to investigate how university students percieve academicians' democratic values, and whether their perceptions on it differ significantly according to certain variables. Designed as a descriptive quantitative research, this study employs of 248 students studying at the Faculty of Education and Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences in Usak University as its participants. "The Scale of Students' Perceptions of the Academicians' Democratic Values" was developed and utilized for the study by the researcher. The resulting 6-dimension structure explains 62,831% of the phenomenon in total. In addition to the construct validity, Cronbach's Alpha Internal Consistency Coefficient was calculated and it was found ,927. The academicians' perceived level of having democratic values was found to be 2,43. The findings indicated that the academicians had democratic attitudes at low levels based on the students' perceptions. They attributed much more importance to "respecting institutional rules and regulations" and "giving importance to equality" compared to other four dimensions. The academicians give least importance to the "democratic role modelling behaviours". Furthermore, the results indicated that there were statistically significant differences according to some demographic variables.
Based on the body of researches mentioned above, it can be said that university as a structure and the behaviours of its stakeholders have effects on the individual's attitudes and behaviours as a social role model. In this respect, it is important to determine how democratic the academicians are perceived by the students. Fundamental democratic values are the basic criteria of democratic societies and democratic education. From time to time, measuring these democratic values at schools/universities may be necessary for the development of democratic society in Turkey, just as it is done in other democratic countries (Uygun and Engin, 2014) .
With this study, it is expected to give feedback to academicians and to make a contribution for the researchers in this field.
The main purpose of this study, in this context, is to determine how the academicians' democratic values are perceived by university students. For this purpose, the following questions are tried to be answered: 
Method
This study is a descriptive field research based on descriptive survey model. Descriptive method is used in the case of researches that aim to describe an existing situation (Karasar,1984: 83) .
Study Group
The subjects of the study consisted of 248 students studying at 8 departments in the
Faculty of Education and in the Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences at Uşak
University (Classroom Teaching, Science Education, Social Studies Education, Mathematics Education, Economics, Management, Finance and Accounting). The students were sophomore, junior and senior students who studied in 2011-2012 academic year at Uşak University.
Descriptive data reflecting the demographic characteristics of the participants are listed in Table   1 . The number of participants may vary for some variables, because some of them were not marked by the participants. Data Collection Instruments "The Scale of Students' Perceptions of the Academicians' Democratic Values" was developed and utilized for the study by the researchers. The themes designated by UNESCO (1998), Kesici (2008) and Doğanay and Sarı (2004) were taken into consideration creating the themes related to democratic values of the scale. 47 statements were produced in accordance with these themes. 2 academicians, who are experienced at educational sciences, have been consulted for assessing these statements' relevance with the themes. In addition, a language specialist was consulted to assess the scale in terms of face validity, intelligibility and usability.
The data obtained from this scale were computerized and tested using the Principle Component Analysis in order to assess the construct validity of the scale. The results are shown in Table 2 . 
As a result of the Factor Analysis, 887) , which tests the sample's suitability for factor analysis, and Bartlett's Sphericity test significance level (p: 0,000) were found in (suitable) ranges. According to the results of Principle Component Analysis performed through Varimax Rotation method, 19 statements were excluded out of 47 statements constituting the scale due to the reasons such as low factor loadings, high factor loadings in more than one component and impairing structural integrity of the scale. It was seen that the remaining 28 statements formed a structure consisting of 6 dimensions. Factor loadings of these statements ranged from ,830 to ,549. The resulting 6-dimension structure explains 62,831% of the phenomenon in total. The statistics including the variances explained by each dimension, number of statements, eigen values are listed in Table 2 . In addition to the construct validity,
Cronbach's α Internal Consistency Coefficient was calculated as ,927 for the whole scale with regard to the reliability of the measurement. Internal consistency coefficients of 6 dimensions of the scale ranged from ,690 to ,890. Considering the results of validity and reliability tests, it has been concluded that the scale is applicable as it is. The scale is a 4-point Likert-type scale and consists of 6 dimensions including 28 statements. The first dimension of the scale includes 10 statements.
As a result of examining the statements, the first dimension consisting of then statements was entitled as "giving importance to freedom and justice"; the remaining 5 factors were respectively entitled as "democratic role modelling -8 statements", "tolerance for differences -3 statements", "respecting institutional rules and regulations -2 statements", "encouraging participation in democratic activities -3 statements" and "giving importance to equality -3 statements". Grading of the scale is as "Very Little" (1), "Little" (2), "Extremely" (3) and "Very Much" (4) based on the academicians' meeting the conditions specified in the statements.
According to this grading system, the academicians are perceived as having democratic
attitudes and values at "very little" and "little" ranges of the average scores of the dimensions while they are perceived as having democratic attitudes and values at "extremely" and "very much" ranges. 'n-1/n' formula was used in the determination of the ranges of scores. The range of scores was found as 0,75 applying the formula as 4-1/4; the ranges are as the follows; The second part of the scale includes an information form that contains the variables related to the students' demographic characteristics such as faculty, department, gender, place of residence between the ages 12-17 and regional culture.
Data Analysis
In this study, basic descriptive statistics were used to determine the levels of the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values. Independent samples t test was performed to determine whether the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values varies in terms of faculty and gender variables; one-way variance analysis (F) was used to determine whether their perceptions vary in terms of the place of residence between the ages 12-17 and regional culture. The mean difference values between the groups were analyzed using Tukey test in order to determine the source of difference. The dimensions with significant differences between each other were listed in the tables; however, the dimensions/findings having no significant differences between each other were not included in the tables.
Findings
Descriptive statistics were used to determine the levels of the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values. The results are listed in Table 3 . The average level of the academicians' having democratic values was calculated as 2,43. Accordingly, it can be said that the students' level of perceptions of the academicians'
having democratic values was "little". Considering the sub-dimensions, "respecting institutional rules and regulations" (X= 2,95=extremely) and "giving importance to equality" (X= 2,81= extremely) were perceived by the students as the highest sub-dimensions regarding the academicians' having democratic values. "Tolerance for differences" (X= 2,54) was found at "extremely" level as well. The lowest perceived sub-dimension was "democratic rolemodelling" (X= 2,01). "Giving importance to freedom and justice" (X= 2,45) and "encouraging participation in democratic activities" (X= 2,39) were also found at "little" level.
Independent samples t test was performed to determine whether the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values varies in terms of the faculty at which they study. The results are listed in Table 4 . Table 5 .
According to the table, the "tolerance for differences" dimension related to the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values was found to differ significantly by gender variable [t=2,235; p < ,05] . Accordingly, male students, compared to female students, perceive academicians more sensitive about being tolerant to differences. There was no significant differentiation by gender in other dimensions.
One-way variance analysis was used to determine whether the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values vary in terms of the departments at which they study. The results of analysis are listed in Table 6 . Examining Table 6 , it was found that the academicians' democratic values perceived by university students differed significantly in terms of the departments at which they study in "GIFJ" [F = 2,554, p < ,05], "DMRO" [ F= 4,113, p < ,05] and "GIE" [F = 3,144, p < ,05] As shown in Table 7 ; compared the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values related to GIFJ dimension in terms of the students' departments, the average of the Social Studies Education students (X= 2,646) is significantly higher than the average of the Finance department students (X= 2,172 ).
As for DRMO dimension, the average scores of the students studying at the departments of Classroom Teaching (X= 2,310), Science Education (X= 2,140) and Social Studies Education (X= 2,310) are significantly higher than the average scores of the students studying at Finance department (X= 1,652).
Considering GIE dimension, it is seen that the average scores of the students studying at the departments of Science Education (X= 2,912), Mathematics Education (x: 2,933), Economics (X= 3,098) and Management (X= 2,874) are significantly higher than the average scores of the students studying at Finance Department (X= 2,466).
Considering the total average scores of all dimensions, he average scores of the students studying at the departments of Classroom Teaching (X= 2,590), Science Education (X= 2,510) and Social Studies Education (X= 2,609) are significantly higher than the average scores of the students studying at Finance department (X= 2,171). No significant difference was found in other dimensions. One-way variance analysis was performed to determine whether the students' perceptions related to the academicians' democratic values vary in terms of the regional culture in which they grow up. The results of analysis are listed in Table 10 . representing the sum total of all statements. There was no significant difference in other dimensions. According to table, the students living in the Mediterranean region (X=2,66) perceived 
Results, Conclusions and Recommendations
In this study, we analyzed the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values and the extent to which academicians have these values in terms of various variables.
According to the results, it can be said that academicians are perceived as democrat at "low" level by the students. These findings are consistent with the literature (Duman and Koç: 2004; Doğanay and Sarı: 2006; Kumral: 2009; Kayabaşı: 2014) . The academicians are expected to
have democratic values at high levels; however, research results do not support this assumption.
Having analyzed the sub-dimensions, it is seen that academicians give more importance to the "rules and regulations" at university based on the students' perceptions. According to Aypay and Bektaş (2010) , the academicians' behaviours -such as fulfilling certain responsibilities abiding by the existing rules and exhibiting solid and unchanging attitudestransform university into "bureaucratic organizational model" as an organizational structure.
This naturally leads the university students to perceive academicians as inadequate in terms of democratic values. This finding lends support to literature.
The students who participated in the research gave the lowest score to academicians regarding "democratic role modelling" dimension. Accordingly, it can be said that the academicians were unable to be a good role model for their students. The fact that academicians are unable to be democratic role models should not be ignored in universities which is one of the leading institutions that are supposed to have democratic values at higher levels.
The scores related to the academicians' "giving importance to freedom and justice" were found at "low" level. In contrast, Kıroğlu, Elma, Kesten and Egüz (2012) found that the academicians approached tolerant towards the students' participating in decision-making process, freedom to choose instructor, voicing their objections and suggestions on various issues, behaviours and clothing preferences. These results are not consistent with the findings of this study. This may be due to the fact that the democratic values of the academicians were evaluated based on the students' perceptions and/or the study subjects were different. Doğanay and Sarı (2006) tried to determine the university students' perceptions related to the quality of life in terms of democratic life and they reached the conclusion that the students gave the lowest score to "communicating with academicians" dimension in their study. The findings reached by Doğanay and Sarı indicate low perceptions at universities and their findings are in line with the ones reached through this study. These findings indicate that the communication between academicians and students is neglected more than other democratic features existing at university. Similarly, the results related to giving importance to freedom and justice dimension reached at this study overlap with the findings reached by Doğanay and
Sarı. According to the researchers, the academicians' ignorance of active participation of students in teaching-learning process, not involving the students in the decisions to be taken at lesson planning and implementation stage and disregarding their students may lead the classroom setting to move away from a democratic environment. The low communication between academicians and students mostly in class supports this view. Kumral (2009) found that the students are of the opinion that the academicians lack communication, have inadequacies in the field and formation training and exhibit hard, disrespectful and contemptuous attitudes. In another study conducted by Kayabaşı (2011) , the prospective teachers stated that the academicians behaved in accordance with democratic principles. However, they stated that the academicians exhibited inadequate attitudes in terms of providing opportunities to discuss in classroom and participating in decision-making process. Duman and Koç (2004) found that the democratic attitudes and behaviours of academicians were at "moderate" and "lower" levels based on the students' perceptions.
Having analyzed whether the students' perceptions of the democratic values related to academicians varies in terms of the gender variable, the male students, compared to female students, stated that the academicians gave more importance to freedom and justice (clothing preferences, etc.) . Doğanay and Sarı (2006) found that the university students' perceptions related to the quality of life in terms of democratic life varied by gender variable in "participation in decision-making" and "classroom setting" dimensions. The female students' perceptions related to the quality of life at university were found to be more positive compared to male students. Sağlam (2000) and Kaya et al., (2012) also reached similar conclusions underlining significant differences in favour of female students, while Arslantaş (2011) found a difference in favour of male students. Erdem and Sarıtaş (2006) , on the other hand, found that the perceived democratic values and attitudes did not differ by gender.
Having analyzed whether the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values differ in terms of the faculty and department at which they study, it is seen that the Faculty of Education students generally perceive academicians more positive compared to FEAS students. These results are consistent with the expectations. Because, the characteristic of being a teacher and educator contains, by its very nature, democracy and its associated values. In addition, the fact that the academicians in the Faculty of Education have a specific pedagogical training renders the communication between academicians and students more positive. In terms of the departments, the students who studied at the department of finance had lower perceptions compared to the students studying at other departments. There was no difference between the students studying at other departments. This finding may indicate a specific condition regarding the academicians of the related department; so, it would be wrong to make a generalization. It was observed that there was no difference between the departments of prospective teachers. Kaya et al. (2012) also found similar results in a study conducted with the participation of prospective teachers. These findings are consistent with the results reached at this study.
In terms of the place of residence variable, the students who lived in villages between the ages 12-17, compared to those who lived in districts at the same period, perceive academicians more positive related to the dimension of giving importance to Freedom and Justice. Although we have not come across any study on this subject, the life in villages is known to be more traditional and conservative on social relationships. Thus, an individual who grew up in such a culture might have perceived academicians and their behaviours more liberal at university, which is relatively a freer environment.
It was also seen that the students' perceptions of the academicians' democratic values differ in terms of the regional culture in which they grew up. in the coastal areas, is more secular while it is more conservative in inner and eastern regions in Turkey. Therefore, the expectations about democratic values and freedoms are considered to be higher and so the people living in these regions are expected to perceive academicians as more inadequate. In this respect, further studies are required.
It has been seen that the students perceive the academicians as "prescriptive" and "egalitarian". Reaching both findings simultaneously can be interpreted as a sign that the academicians abstain from a number of factors (administration, environment, and etc.).
However, this attitude might stem from individually or along with other factors. There is need for further studies on this subject. However, it can be said that the democratic behaviours of academicians are connected with the attitudes of university administration. Universities' providing academicians with the assurance of academic freedom and becoming democratic institutions in this sense will ease the pressure on academicians and remove one of the obstacles that lead them to exhibit "prescriptive" attitudes. Besides, universities' organizing activities (e.g. seminars, conferences) to develop democratic values of academicians can increase their sensitivity. Especially considering that the academicians are perceived inadequate for being a role model, it is suggested that this issue should be paid a close attention. University administration's encouraging academicians to join social, scientific and sporting activities together with the students can also make a contribution in this regard. 
Demokrasi Kavramı
Demokrasi kavramı siyasi literatür ve çevrelerde "bireylerin kendi kendisini yönetmesi" ya da "yönetime katılma ve/veya söz sahibi olması" anlamında yer bulmaktadır. Toplumsal yönüyle ise demokrasi sadece bir yönetim biçimi olmayıp, bireylerin birbirleriyle olan ilişkilerini ve yaşantılarını demokratik ilkelere göre sürdürmesidir (Büyükdüvenci,1990) . En geniş anlamı ile demokrasi; insanı özgürleştirerek onun bağımsız bir birey olmasını sağlarken, bireyin kişiliğini, kimliğini ve toplum içerisindeki yerini, kendi özgür iradesiyle belirleme * Yrd. Doç. Dr. Uşak Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi, akarcuneyt@gmail.com imkânı verir. Böylece özgürleşen kişi, her bakımdan daha verimli ve dengeli olurken, kendisi, yaşadığı toplum ve dünya ile barışık bir hayat sürer (Karpat, 2010) .
Demokratik Değerler ve Eğitim
Bir Değerler konusunun önemsenmesi ve benimsenmesi ise, eğitimde "değer eğitimi" konusunun var olmasına neden olmuştur.
Öğrencilere kazandırılması düşünülen çok sayıda değer bulunmaktadır. Bu değerlerin önem sırasına göre bir hiyerarşisinin yapılması doğru bulunmayabilir. Ancak kuşkusuz ülkenin temel yönetim anlayışını yansıtan eden bir kavramın değer olarak kazandırılması hayati öneme sahiptir. Özellikle her türlü inanç ve değerin terör örgütleri tarafından hoyratça kullanıldığı günümüz koşullarında demokratik değerlerin benimsenmesinin önemi daha da artmıştır. Bu açıdan, demokrasinin varlığı ve sürdürülmesi için eğitim önemlidir (Davis, 2010) . Tartışılan değer eğitiminde eğitimin temel amaçları, bireylerin çevresinde ve dünyada meydana gelen olaylara duyarlı olma, toplumsal farkındalık oluşturma, dürüstlük ve sorumluluk alma, başkalarını önemseme, başkalarıyla bir şeyleri paylaşma ve toplum içinde birlikte yaşamayı öğrenme olarak ifade edilmektedir (Veugelers ve Kat, 2003; Acun, Demir, Göz, 2010) .
Demokratik değerlerin bireyler tarafından kazanılması incelendiğinde, yapılan çalışmaların üç faktörün önemine işaret etmekte olduğu görülmektedir. Bunlardan biri okullardır (Ensign, 1994; Wyett, 1997; Şişman, 2006; Kovacs, 2009; Davis, 2010) . Bir diğer faktör öğretmenler (Mullins, 1997; Murphy, 2005; Colby, 2007; Kesici, 2008) 
Yöntem
Bu çalışma betimsel alan araştırmasıdır. Betimsel yöntem var olan bir durumu olduğu gibi ortaya koymayı amaçlayan araştırmalar söz konusu olduğunda kullanılmaktadır (Karasar,1984: 83) . Ölçek, 4'lü likert tipinde olup 28 madde ve 6 boyuttan oluşmuştur. Ölçeğin 1.
Çalışma Grubu
boyutunda 10 madde yer almıştır. Maddelerin incelenmesi sonucunda 10 maddeli 1. boyuta "özgürlük ve adalete önem verme" , 8 maddeli 2. boyuta "demokratik rol model olma", 3 maddeli 3. boyuta "farklılıklara karşı hoşgörü", 2 maddeli 4. boyuta "kurumsal kural ve yasalara saygı gösterme", 3 maddeli 5. boyuta "demokratik faaliyetlere katılımı teşvik", 3 maddeli 6. boyuta ise "eşitliğe önem verme" isimleri verilmiştir. Ölçeğin derecelendirilmesi ise öğretim elemanlarının belirtilen maddeleri karşılama durumlarına göre "Çok Az" (1), "Az" (2), "Oldukça (3), ve "Çok fazla" (4) şeklindedir. Bu değerlendirme sistemine göre boyutların ortalama puanlarında "Çok Az" ve "Az" puan aralıklarında öğrencilerin öğretim elamanlarının daha az demokratik tutum ve değere sahip oldukları şeklinde algılanırken, "oldukça" ve "çok fazla" puan aralıklarında ise daha demokratik tutum ve değer sahip oldukları görülür. Puan aralıklarının belirlenmesinde n-1/n formülü kullanılmıştır. Buna göre puan aralıkları 4-1/4'den 0,75 bulunmuş ve aralıklar aşağıdaki gibi hesaplanmış; 4,00 -3,25 aralığı "çok fazla" 3,24 -2,49 aralığı "oldukça" 2,48 -1,73 aralığı "az" 1,72 -1 aralığı "çok az" olarak yorumlanmıştır Ölçeğin ikinci bölümünde üniversite öğrencilerinin kişisel özelliklerine ilişkin öğrenim görülen fakülte, cinsiyet, bölüm, 12-17 yaşları arasında geçirdiği yerleşim yeri, bölge kültürü değişkenlerinin yer aldığı bilgi formu yer almaktadır.
Verilerin Analizi
Araştırmada öğretim üyelerinin üniversite öğrencileri tarafından algılanan demokratik değerlerinin düzeylerini belirlemek için temel betimsel istatistikler yapılmıştır. Öğretim üyelerinin üniversite öğrencileri tarafından algılanan demokratik değerlerinin öğrencilerin öğrenim görülen fakülte ve cinsiyetleri açısından farklılaşıp farklılaşmadığını belirlemek için bağımsız gruplar için t testi; öğrencilerin 12-17 yaşları arasında yaşamlarını geçirdiği yerleşim yeri, yaşadığı bölge kültürü açısından farklılaşıp farklılaşmadığını tespit etmek için ise tek yönlü varyans analizi (F) yapılmıştır. Farkın hangi kaynaktan olduğunu tespit etmek için ise Tukey testi ile gruplar arası ortalama fark değerleri incelenmiştir. Tablolaştırmalarda aralarında anlamlı fark bulunan boyutlara yer verilmiş, anlamlı fark bulunmayan bulgular tabloya dâhil edilmemiştir.
Bulgular
Öğretim üyelerinin öğrenciler tarafından algılanan demokratik değerlerinin düzeylerini belirlemek amacıyla betimsel istatistikler yapılmıştır. Yapılan analiz sonuçları Tablo 3'te sunulmuştur. Öğretim üyelerinin demokratik değerlere sahip olma düzeyleri ortalama 2,43 olarak hesaplanmıştır. Buna göre öğrencilerin öğretim üyelerini "az" düzeyinde demokratik değerlere sahip olarak algıladıkları söylenebilir. Alt boyutlar incelendiğinde, öğretim üyelerinin demokratik değerlerinin en yüksek algılandığı olduğu alt boyutlar "kurumsal kural ve yasalara saygı" (X= 2,95=oldukça) ve "eşitliğe önem verme" (X=2,81=oldukça)'dir. Yine "farklılıklara karşı hoşgörü" (X= 2,54) "oldukça" düzeyinde bulunmuştur. En düşük algılanan boyut "demokratik rol model olma"dır (X= 2,01). "Özgürlük ve adalete önem verme" (X=2,45) ve "demokratik faaliyetlere katılımı teşvik" (X=2,39) boyutlarının da "az" düzeyinde bulunduğu görülmektedir.
Öğretim üyelerinin üniversite öğrencileri tarafından algılanan demokratik değerlerinin öğrenim görülen fakülte açısından farklılaşıp farklılaşmadığını tespit etmek amacıyla bağımsız gruplar t testi yapılmıştır. Yapılan analiz sonuçları, Tablo 4'te sunulmuştur. Tablo 6 incelendiğinde, öğretim üyelerinin üniversite öğrencileri tarafından algılanan demokratik değerlerinin "ÖAÖV" [F = 2,554, p < ,05], "DMRO" [ F= 4,113, p < ,05] , "EÖV"
[F = 3,144, p < ,05] boyutlarında ve ölçeğin geneline ait ortalamalarda [F = 3,491, p < ,05] öğrencilerin öğrenim gördükleri bölüme göre anlamlı bir şekilde farklılaştığı saptanmıştır.
Diğer boyutlarda anlamlı bir farklılaşmanın olmadığı tespit edilmiştir. 
